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So, we continue... There you are, there you are... [Pause] Well, you 
see our program, our program not final, but our program for the next 
few weeks. Our program is once again — once said that we thought it 
necessary to distinguish three types of movement-images — we try to 
analyze each of these types in sorts of large schemas. 


And so we started with the analysis of the image-perception. But I 
specify that [1:00] 


the analysis of the image-perception, however rudimentary this 
analysis may be, I proposed to do it at three levels. I specify again, 
before really starting, that it is not a question of saying that these 
levels are either evolutionary, or progressive. When I pass from one 
level, to which I make such and such an author correspond, to another 
level, to which I make such and such another author correspond, that 
obviously does not mean that the authors of the second direction or of 
the second level are better, or more perfect, that goes too much for 
granted. It's a method... again, this method of level analysis is neither 
evolutionary nor progressive, does not involve any value judgment, or 
rather involves an [2:00] identically distributed value judgment. 
Namely, everything is perfect. Everything is perfect. It is therefore a 
method of variation. I distinguish levels according to such or such 
type of variable which is carried out, and then here it is. This is a self- 
evident warning that applies to everything, to the whole set. 


Now, the last time, our task was very precise: we analyzed the first 
level of the image-perception, we analyzed the image-perception in 
the cinema, such as it appears according to a first level. And, I 
summarize... I summarize the results. Because here, once again, what 
I'm asking you is to be sensitive to progress, to what you acquire little 
by little... 


assuming it's a given. 


Well I was saying, [3:00] the first level of the image-perception is, if 
we start from a nominal, purely exterior, purely conventional 
definition, of two poles of the image-perception.. . 


these two poles of the image-perception, we called them objective 
image and subjective image. They were the subject of a... I don't care 
for these terms, they are convenient terms, since all this... it depended 
on a nominal definition. The nominal definition was... let's suppose 
that the objective image is the image, not at all without point of view 
- because what is this? 


would be, an image without point of view? — but an image taken from 
a point of view that does not belong to the corresponding set. Which 
does not belong to the corresponding set. So, seen from the outside, 
seen from an extrinsic [4:00] point of view. And the subjective image 
is the image which, on the contrary, it refers to a point of view which 
belongs to the corresponding set. For example something as seen by 
someone who is part of this set. The funfair as seen by someone 
attending the funfair. 


Well... Starting from these two very conventional definitions, what 
did we do, and how did we move forward? We saw first that the two 
poles communicated and did not cease to communicate with each 
other. The subjective image became objective, and the objective image 
became subjective. We then saw that it was indeed there that certain 
problems concerning the shot-reverse shot relationships arose and 
were settled. We then saw again that, from then on, a certain type of 
image [5:00] specific to cinema, a certain type of image-perception 
specific to cinema, was affirmed, or manifested — that one could call 
semi-subjective image. 


And we were looking for a status for this semi-subjective image. Since 
the semi-subjective image was no longer, and it was already no 
longer, a mixture of the so-called subjective image and the so-called 
objective image. It had to have its own consistency... -- [Sound of a 
barking dog] Ah ah, I knew it would be a problem... -- 


It had to have its own consistency. And it was on Pasolini's side that 
we thought it possible to find this status [6:00] or to release this 
consistency. And, from then on, we tried to understand a concept 
specific to Pasolini, but of great importance: that of the free indirect 
image, which we therefore propose as the status, or as one of the 


statuses, of the image-perception in the cinema, and rendering 
account... a status which accounted for the perpetual passage of the 
image-perception of cinema from one pole to another, from the 
objective pole to the subjective pole. 


And we saw there, and that's where the last time we finished, we saw 
there that something very important was happening [7:00] for us. It is 
that, according to the concept of free indirect subjective image — free 
indirect subjective image such as it seemed to us to emerge from the 
difficult texts of Pasolini — well... we were witnessing an event 
affecting the concept of image-movement. Namely, that the 
movement-image tended to bring out within itself an element which 
was precisely beyond movement. Namely that the free indirect 
subjective image tended to split no longer between two poles — see 
that our analysis nevertheless progressed — no longer between two 
poles between which it would have ensured communication, but that 
there was something more deep within it, that it tended to split into 
two directions: [8:00] the subjective perception of characters in 
motion — that is, entering and leaving a determined frame - and on 
the other hand the awareness of the frame... 


Simply, all I can say is that not in the films of Pasolini himself nor in 
the films that Pasolini invokes as living demonstrations of what he 
calls free indirect subjective image - whether it is Antonioni, whether 
it is either Bertolucci, or even Godard — but, from the point of view of 
theory, of the theoretical status of Pasolini's concept, this camera 
consciousness, this consciousness of the “obsessive frame”, as he puts 
it, well... it doesn't was defined, it seems to me, by Pasolini only from 
a point of view narrowly or exclusively [9:00] 


formal. As if, from the point of view of theory, this thesis or this 
discovery of a status of the image-perception remained, as one would 
say, what... idealist. 


Well, if it is a restriction as to Pasolini's theory that I have just made, 
it does not imply any restriction as to his practice and the practice of 
the filmmakers he quoted. Again, what happens next is among them. 
But at least that allows us to then touch on the second level. And 
that's where I start today. 


Second level of image-perception analysis. This time, [10:00] we start 
from our two poles. Objective perception, subjective perception. Only, 


we claim for them a real definition. And no longer a simple nominal 
definition of the type: oh well, the objective image would be that 
which is taken from a point of view exterior to the whole and the 
subjective image from an interior point of view. We want a real 
definition. Since we have reached, you understand, you understand, 
we have reached the end it seems to me... in any case, I have reached 
the end of what I could go from a first definition. Okay, so... we come 
back, we start from scratch. 


Real definition. Is there a possible real definition of the objective 
image and the subjective image as being the two poles of the image- 
perception in the cinema? Yes, yes, yes, we say, because we already 
have it... [11:00] because we already have it thanks — and that's why 
everything is so mixed up — thanks to our previous studies concerning 
Bergson and the first chapter of Matter and Memory. Because the first 
chapter of Matter and Memory offered us a real definition... of what? 
From, literally, two systems of perception. And these two systems of 
perception, no doubt, they were coexistent. No doubt... Was it possible 
at the limit to switch from one to the other? And what were these two 
systems of perception? In the first chapter of Matter and Memory, 
Bergson told us: it is easy to conceive of two systems, depending on 
everything he had said and what we have seen. 


A first system where the [12:00] movement-images vary, each for 
itself, and in relation to each other. We have seen, it was even what 
we called the machine universe of movement-images. The movement- 
images vary, each for itself, and one in relation to the other. It is like 
the world of universal variation, or universal interaction — which will 
allow us to define a universe, the universe of movement-images. 


There you go, good... I propose to call this system objective system. 
For what ? 


It's obviously a funny lens design but only in appearance... we'll see. 


In any case, as I have already said, it is a total system [13:00] which 
constitutes the universe of movement-images. How is it perceptive? It 
is indeed perceptive in the sense that the things themselves, that is to 
say the images in themselves, are perceptions. You remember 
Bergson's term... 


but the thing-images are perceptions, they are simply total 
perceptions. 


Since they perceive everything that happens to them, and all their 


reactions to what happens to them. An atom is a total perception. A 
molecule is a total perception. So that already justifies the term 
objective. It is indeed an objective system of perception [14:00] 
insofar as it is the total system of movement-images as they vary, each 
in itself and for itself, and one by one. relation to others. 


See that this is a definition of the objective image different from the 
one from which we started at the first level. I say, it is a real definition 
and no longer a nominal definition. 


And what will the subjective image be? I will then call subjective 
image, or rather subjective system, the system where all the images 
vary in relation to a supposedly privileged image — 


either my body, i.e. myself [15:00] in terms of movement-image, or 
the body of a character, i.e. a character himself. 


See, both systems are very simple. In the first, the images vary each 
for and within itself and all in relation to each other. In the other, all 
images vary with respect to a supposedly privileged image. I call the 
first "objective total system", I call the second "subjective partial 
system". However, once again, if we had not gone through the long 
commentary of Chapter 1 of Matter and Memory, these definitions 
would be very arbitrary. I believe that for those who have followed 
this far, these definitions are not arbitrary and are indeed real 
definitions. [16:00] 


But... what does that give us? I therefore have as coexistents a total 
system of universal interaction and a partial system of perception 
supposedly privileged, from a privileged point of view. Objective 
system, subjective system. 


I say, suppose, suppose — I always appeal to your confidence, even if 
you withdraw it from me five minutes later — suppose we call 
“documentary” the total objective system of interaction. Because, after 
all, it is a word that has had a lot of importance in the cinema. And no 
doubt, [17:00] we forget, that is to say we do not even think, of the 
thousand jokes that have been made on a certain type of 
documentary, that is to say the eternal sin a la sardine, which the 
cinema between the two wars made before showing the real film. But 
when the great men of cinema, sometimes very different from each 
other, launched the theme: but there is no cinema without 


documentary... obviously, they meant something else... And what 
what did they hear? What was the “documentary” aspect of the 
cinema-image? Wasn't it - this will be verified presently - wasn't it 
something like the system of the universal interaction of images in 
themselves and with each other? others ? Wasn't that the total system 
[18:00] objective? 


And drama, as opposed to documentary. And the drama, the drama, 
what was it? Wasn't that the other system? I mean, this time, the 
images which began to vary no longer in relation to each other, by 
reaching that supreme stage of objectivity which is in effect the 
universal interaction, which is the material universe movement- 
images... and that's it, the documentary, it's the material universe of 
movement-images, that is to say it's at least a summary, or a take, on 
the universal interaction . But what was the dramatic process? It was 
when a new organization of images was grafted onto the world of 
universal interaction [19:00], where the movement-images began to 
vary according to a privileged image, that of the hero, that of the 
character, that of the character I was going to say, that's the character 
from the film, or it's one of the characters from the film. 


So... at this level, only at this level... I don't want to say that this is 
cinema, but a certain type of cinema has indeed been built on it. 
Namely, images of universal 


interaction that constituted the documentary, on which we were going 
to graft processes — here, now, I hope it becomes clear according to 
what I will call processes of subjectivation — that is to say, in relation 
to a privileged image, that of the hero, we passed 


[20:00] from the documentary world of universal interaction to a 
dramatic process, which was a particular story. You see, everything 
happens as if my two systems of... a graft was produced, a graft of 
subjectivation, here and there, on the background of the documentary 
images. Or, on the basis of the first system, total system of objective 
images, were grafted processes of dramatization, which themselves 
referred to the other system. And it was an absolutely coherent 
solution. [21:00] 


So coherent that the coherence of this solution — if it's not clear, I'll 
have to start all over again, I don't know... — the coherence of this... 
see, the two united in the movement-image . I insist on this, the two 


aspects: the documentary aspect and the dramatic aspect, and the 
grafting of the dramatic aspect onto the documentary aspect. The 
perpetual passage again, but we are on a whole different level than 
before. 


See, you feel the atmosphere has changed. The perpetual passage from 
the graft to what it is grafted on, from what it is grafted to the graft 
itself, from the process of universal interaction = documentary to the 
process of subjectivation = the drama. All of this has formed films 
that are recognizable. And [22:00] there too, I start saying again... it's 
not a question of saying that it's insufficient, it was a solution. It was a 
solution for the whole image-cinema. And a very interesting solution. 
And who scored what? Which, in my opinion, marked the French 
school between the two wars. And that was almost... that was the 
formula of French cinema for the general public, which provided, like 
all its directions, which provided its lamentable things and which 
provided its masterpieces. 


And if I try to express the form in which it took place, you will 
immediately recognize what kind of film I am thinking of... In what 
form, for worse and for better, in what form did it is this presented? A 
good theme that belongs, it seems to me, really to French cinema 
between the two wars: the conflict between profession and passion. 


The conflict of profession and passion, what does it have to do [23:00] 
here? It's a way, it's a very simple way of expressing everything that I 
have just developed. The conflict of profession and passion. Well... 
how it is... So I say, successful form, successful form, very successful: 
Remorques de Grémillon.[1] Doubtful form: A Carnet de bal.[2] 


Trailers of Grémillon... whenever I have a doubt, I don't say the author 
since I only quote admirable people, don't I? So... Grémillon trailers, 
it's [24:00] 


What ? I'm not telling the story but I have to tell the minimum so that 
you find out what... Here is a captain of a rescue ship. Good. Rescue 
ship captain. Take ! It is the same Grémillon who at the time of 
Trailers said: but ultimately in cinema there is only one thing, 
everything is documentary. Everything is documentary in fact it was 
false. He added: well yes, because even a completely “psychological” 
film is a state of mind documentary. And even a dream is a document, 
he said. In fact, I think... he was exaggerating. It was a formula like 
that, it was a formula of provocation. 


Cinema is documentary. The French interpretation of that might also 
have been a formula at a certain time, and not [25:00] at all... ata 
certain time of Vertov, in Russia. No, not in Russia... in the USSR. No, 
I mean, because there had been the Revolution... Oh, good! It was a 
formula, and indeed it is in a way an eminently socialist formula. So, 
well, what did he mean? In fact, the French formula was not all 
documentary. Because the French were reaching, in their own 
socialism, in their character as men of the left, they were reaching 
what could be called a “moderate vertovism”. 


Their "moderate vertovism" was: Yes, all right, the cinema-image 
necessarily implies documentary, but on this documentary will be 
grafted what I called a process of subjectivation, that is to say a 
dramatic trial, a dramatic process. [26:00] And that's it... I'm saying 
that the simplest way to state this situation is: all these films that state 
a profession/passion conflict. 


So, in Trailers, this is this captain, who is a rescue ship captain. And 
he goes to sea and he lives for that, for his crew and so on. It starts 
with a party on land, following Grémillon's techniques which are very 
beautiful... the little wedding party, all that, all in motion, and then 
the party is interrupted to go and save a ship, and there are the 
images, there are the professional images. In this case maritime 
profession... I say maritime like that, maybe it will be of fundamental 
importance for later but... that's how it comes in. 


Maritime profession since he is a boat captain. And, I can say, why is 
that? It could be shot with actors, [27:00] etc. But why necessarily? 
This is what we could call the documentary aspect. It is the 
documentary aspect because there, it is a system of very particular 
cinema images. It is necessarily... one ship saves another in the storm, 
if you do not recognize through the storm the regime of universal 
interaction where each image varies for itself and in relation to each 
other... c is obvious. Obvious. 


Good. And indeed, we learn there, when we see Remorques de 
Grémillon, we learn all sorts of things, we come out very well 
documented. But you see that we have at least fixed a word of 
documentary - documentation — which is very precise: it does not 
consist in telling you about it, in filming a job — or if it films a job, it 
films an element, it films all that. But why 


[28:00] is it a documentary? It's not documentary for any reason. 


The documentary, once again, is this activity of the camera which 
achieves the universal variation of images and the universal 
interaction of images. And that is what I would like to reserve the 
term documentary for, in the serious sense of the term. Well, he does 
that. He does that the captain. We are in full image whereas I will call 
objective image, documentary image. Objective image since, once 
again, the objective system... I no longer give it any other meaning for 
the moment than universal interaction and universal variation. 


And then, of course, in the boat that he is saving etc., there is a 
woman, who should not be there, the woman belonging to the land. 
There is a woman. [29:00] So he brings her back to earth, he's not 
happy at all, he thinks she shouldn't be there. Take. As if it disturbed 
the documentary images, that is to say as if it disturbed the system of 
universal interaction. Feel it is disgusting all that, the universal 
interaction is done between men, finally! Good. And then he comes 
back to earth and obviously he's going to fall in love. He will 


falling in love... what does that mean? It interests us a lot. Conflict of 
profession and passion. He will fall in love, that is to say: the captain 
who was an image caught in the universal interaction — the other 
boat, his boat, the companions of the first boat, the storm, the waves 
etc. — will find himself drawn into a process... a process of 
dramatization which will take him out of the objective regime, the 
[30:00] documentary regime, the regime of universal interaction. It 
will take him out, indeed it will immobilize him. To love is to stand 
still, my god! 


Well yes, it is to come to a standstill. In what sense is it to be 
immobilized? In the sense that it is now all the images that will vary 
according to a privileged image — either privileged image of the one 
who loves, ah what is she becoming etc., or privileged image of the 
being like. And all the images are placed in circles, and only vary 
according to this center, this privileged center — either the 
immobilized character, or the object of his passion. 


And it's no longer the same perception of the sea. [31:00] Ah no, it's 
no longer the same perception of the sea. a very beautiful film but 
finally it is worth for many other films — there is this moment when he 
will visit... 


because he is unlucky, not only does the woman he ultimately loves 
want to immobilize him, to tear him away from the documentary 
regime of universal interaction, but his own wife, his own legitimate 
wife, already wants he stops this profession. There is already a conflict 
then, all that. Well, she wants him to buy a little villa on the beach. 
There are very beautiful images where he visits, moreover with the 
woman he loves, the villa he wants to buy for the wife... it gets 
complicated, there, there are several, so... it's the interplay of several 
privileged centers, but which have in common to immobilize it, that is 
to say to make it pass to the other system of perception where [32:00] 
it is the set of things that vary with respect to a fixed center. It is the 
set of images that will vary with respect to a fixed center. 


And he looks at the sea, from his little villa, and he says: Oh dear, my 
god! As if he painfully felt this graft, which tears him from the world 
of universal interaction to make him pass to the world of subjective 
perception, where he no longer sees the sea except as something 
grotesque that moves around he, fixed point, with the only 
consolation of looking at the face of the beloved woman — where, if 
need be, at best on fine days, the sea would be reflected. 


Well... But what makes the success of the film? It is obviously the way 
in which the two systems of images coexist, in which it passes from 
one to the other, and finally from the system of universal interaction 
to the immobilized system where [33:00] the graft of subjectivation 
occurs , and then disappears, reproduces. That's what makes a great 
movie. 


When it fails, you will find the same thing. When I say, in Carnet de 
bal there is the woman looking for her former lovers, she goes to see 
one who has become a mountain guide. And the same process occurs. 
It really is a bit of a recipe. It could be a recipe. When it's done well, 
it's not a recipe. Then there is the woman who arrives, and then she 
re-seduces her former lover, who is a mountain guide. So he said: Oh 
good, goodbye to the mountain! Very, very French... farewell to the 
mountains! And then, of course, we know what will happen there. 
There is the trumpet — it is exactly like Trailers, it is the doublet of 
Trailers. There is the trumpet that announces a case of rescue to be 
done in the mountains, always a rescue. Avalanches are also the world 
of [34:00] universal interaction. The mountain, you understand... 
finally it seems, it seems to be. But from Epstein to Daquin, it is the 


formula of French cinema, which I then expressed in a deliberately... 
no, involuntarily ironic form. But it hides something much deeper, it 
seems to me, this conflict between profession and passion. But then, 
fortunately, the mountain guide 


— just like in Trailers, exactly — he will go to the mountains again. He 
will go to the mountains and then the woman, she will leave, she will 
take the train, exactly as in Trailers. It will return to earth. 


Good. So what's that hiding? What is it hiding? Because after all, what 
shows us that simply talking about a conflict... I say, I say, that's how 
you will find 


[35:00] this theme, I do not pretend to exhaust this era of French 
cinema, but you will find this theme really from Epstein to Grémillon. 
Now, why in this conflict... Yes, and to Daquin, but the whole French 
formula. I looked in “Télé 7 Jours”, where they showed a film by 
Delannoy. They summed it up very well. They revived an old film by 
Delannoy, they summed it up very well, they said: this film is a 
documentary on air hostesses on which 


- they didn’t say is grafted but it was analogous — on which is grafted 
a drama, a drama of passion. That is exactly the formula of the film. 
Air hostesses are not air hostesses, nothing at all. It's the job. This 
time...everything goes, the mountains, the sea, the air... 


[36:00] And when I say anything goes, you shouldn't exaggerate, 
these are still professions... very special professions. The mountains, 
the air, the sea. So, well... why? Why did these filmmakers feel the 
need to determine the profession? It was really something else after 
all. So, it is time to go beyond our point of view. It was much more 
than a job/passion conflict. 


It's not by chance that all the jobs they offered us — not all of them, 
there are cases where it's not like that — but in many cases and in the 
most beautiful films of this genre the jobs that they offer us are jobs of 
this nature. Either aerial, Grémillon still...[3] Or mountaineers. Or, 
above all, above all, [37:00] maritime. A number of barges, canals, 
rivers and seashores which really made French cinema vital between 
the two wars. What do they have to tell us with that? Well... I say, you 
understand it's obvious, if you followed me you already understand 
everything, it's obvious... It's obvious, it's no longer a question of 
laughing and saying conflict of love and passion... and profession. It's 
not that. If we come back to our only sure point, it is really the 
confrontation of two systems of perception. So, that's what you have 


to dig into: the perception that I call objective and total because it is 
the perception of universal [38:00] variation and universal interaction 
on the one hand, and on the other hand, the perception that I call 
subjective, the subjective system, because it is the variation of images 
in relation to a fixed privileged center — supposedly fixed or 
supposedly in the process of immobilization. 


What would have been the dream of many great French filmmakers 
between the two wars? What would they have done if they had been 
Andy Warhol? If they had been Andy Warhol it's not difficult to know, 
we know what they would have done... they would have planted a 
camera in front of running water. And then they would have walked 
away. And then they would have waited. They would have filmed the 
same place, in a static shot. Running water. That was their business. 
That's their business, running water. [39:00] That's why, I say, it's not 
by chance... So they can get the same effect with avalanches, maybe, 
but... nothing beats running water. 


Well, a running water cinema, what does that mean? What is it, what 
is it? This is the liquid image. Good. The liquid image. As opposed to 
what? As opposed to the terrestrial image. Has a solid image. The two 
systems will coexist. Hey, I'm transforming... You understand, it's all 
so progressive. I spoke earlier of two systems, one of universal 
interaction, the other of variation in relation to a privileged center. 
[40:00] And now, we have slipped — but we still don't quite see why, 
how - we have slipped to two systems: liquid system, solid system. 
The liquid image and the solid image. 


Yes, good. The liquid image... running water, it’s important that it be 
running, because we say to ourselves at the same time: Ah, be careful! 
You have to distinguish between the problems, it's well known that in 
the cinema there is also a big problem linked to mirror images... I'm 
not sure it's the same thing. In any case, for the moment, we tend to 
separate. We take care of running water. 


However, the problems of the mirror image in cinema and the 
problem of the liquid image [41:00] 


can join. There are cases where it comes together. When the mirror... 
in some cases of distorting mirrors. There is someone who did... I say 
to myself, but precisely there he would take us out, that would take us 
away from our subject, but also I am just alluding... There is someone 


who really tended to bring at most the mirror-image of the liquid 
image, it is Losey. Especially in Eva.[4] Because he uses very special 
types of mirrors, and in particular Venetian mirrors, faceted Venetian 
mirrors that break the reflection. Ah good, the Venetian mirror with 
facets which breaks the reflection it would join the liquid image? Let's 
forget this mirror thing because, again, that's obviously another issue. 
The problem of the mirror in the cinema from the point of view of 
perception is a problem of space. In particular, how to enlarge the 
field. It is a problem of expanding or shrinking [42:00] space. 


The liquid image is a whole other problem. It is a problem of the state 
of matter in relation to perception. It is not a problem of space, it is a 
problem of matter, of matter that fills space. So sometimes it comes 
together, sometimes it doesn't. But I say, when it comes together it is 
for example in the case of Eva de Losey... very special mirrors which 
fragment the reflection. Good. 


Why is the liquid image...? Why is what I called earlier the objective 
system of universal interaction realized in the liquid image? At the 
level where we are, it is not a general formula, it is at the level where 
we are, obviously... It is that the image in the water, the image in the 
water, what is the difference with what is reflected? What is reflected 
is a solid. It is a solid that belongs to the earth. [43:00] Good. From a 
certain point of view, it can always be taken, anything can be taken, 
as a privileged center. But the reflection itself, the reflection itself, it 
belongs to the other system. It belongs to the system of universal 
interaction and universal variation. Here I am spitting in the water, 
here I am throwing a little pebble... the reflection becomes cloudy, all 
the images, in the water all the images each react in itself and in 
relation to each other. 


The total objective system is the system of liquid images. It is the 
system of images in water. We will never get tired of filming running 
water, because running water, as said 
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Heraclitus [44:00] — you delete “as Heraclitus said” — running water is 
universal interaction. 


Ah good, so there would be two types of images? Images of the earth — 
solid images — and liquid images. And there, I am not at all from a 
point of view of psychoanalysis of the imagination, of the Bachelard 
type. I'm talking about something completely different. I'm talking 


about two perceptual systems and how you go from one to the other. 
So that... what interests, what interests French cinema between the 
two wars? 


What interests French cinema between the two wars is at river level or 
at sea level, the dividing line between land and water. The dividing 
line of land and waters, and that's where it all happens. For the 
dividing line between the earth and the waters can just as well be the 
passage from the [45:00] liquid system to the solid system, or the 
passage from the solid system to the liquid system. It can be either the 
way in which I am thrown out of the system of universal interaction 
or the way, on the contrary, in which I escape from the subjective 
system of the privileged center to return to universal interaction. 


And in the famous Renoir — since I have reserved as for the end the 
typical case, is that not so, of a great man of cinema who is fascinated 
by precisely this theme of running water and the two systems of 
perception — the subjective perception on earth and the perception of 
universal interaction, the total objective perception which is a liquid, 
aquatic perception... if you think of Boudu saved from the waters... 
[5] the line, the line [46:00] of separation of earth and water, will 
sometimes be the one that throws Boudu back onto the earth system — 
partial system, partial system, solid system, where ultimately he will 
not be able to live —- and the dividing line of the other system , system 
of universal interaction. And finally he is going to spin on his little 
river there, escaping marriage, that is to say escaping the fixed 
determinations, escaping the solid determinations of the earth. 


Well, that's... that's how... that's how... that's how it appears at the 
moment. So why is the image in the water, again, realizing and 
effecting what I called the objective system, the objective perception? 
[47:00] Already, there is something that is happening, and which 
however will not be produced by this cinema I am talking about, by 
this French cinema between the two wars. But who points out so 
much that you already have to... It's because, obviously, I was saying 
the liquid image, the reflection in the water there, in what way does it 
really carry out the universal interaction? It is that he supports 
everything. Multiplication of the image, instability of the image, 
superimposition of the image, immediate reaction of everything to 
everything... that's all the... that's all that has been called the total 
objective system. 


Finally it is the reflections and not the solid things which effect the 
total objective system. As for the earth, it is the place of the solid, 
therefore of the partial, of the partial, [48:00] of the immobilization of 


a partial and partial system, since the movement will no longer be 
grasped except as the variation of images not more universal, in the 
form of images which vary in relation to each other and within 
themselves, but images which simply vary according to a privileged 
point of view. So, well... 
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And you see that if I say at that moment, in such a cinema, it is the 
dividing line between land and water where everything will be played 
out. Since that is what will bring together both the documentary, 
fundamentally liquid, of universal interaction, and the fundamentally 
terrestrial dramatic process of variation limited in relation to a 
privileged center. I say, if that's their business, then Epstein, [49:00] 
Grémillon, Renoir and many others, and many others... 


if so...yes, of course it is. It's very different, we design others... you 
understand... that's it. 


Ah, but that could also be with others, in completely different 
directions of cinema. Yes, of course, I am thinking of Battleship 
Potemkin... Isn't there something like that in Battleship Potemkin? 
Because finally, The Battleship Potemkin, it is on horseback, if I dare 
say, on land and water. And the editing... you understand that there 
too all the editing problems come back, at this level. The editing...my 
god, he takes that into account. Such a scene on the battleship is in 
the water, such a scene on land. [50:00] And an extraordinary care of 
Eisenstein to calculate the relationship between the terrestrial, solid 
scenes, and the maritime scenes. And the earth is going to be the site 
of a failure — that's in common with French cinema where the earth, 
that is to say the process of subjectivation, the dramatic process of 
subjectivation, is a failure. The loving process is a failure. But there, in 
The Battleship, the revolution, the revolutionary process, fails on 
earth. And the revolution takes away its hope or, rather, the battleship 
takes away the hope of the revolution when it passes between the 
ships which refuse to fire on it. And he takes away... The dividing line 
between the land and the waters plays right into it. But I think it's 
playing in another context, or it's just a secondary determination of 
Battleship Potemkin, which doesn't mean it's better, [51:00] again. 
Whereas in the films to which I refer, from Epstein to Grémillon... 
think for example of a title by Epstein, Finis Terrae...[6] 


Really the end of the earth, that's the dividing line. 


In other cases, in other cinemas, it is a completely different problem. I 
mean if I come back, I make a short reference to westerns. What is 
their problem? Even in the assembly. The western does not invent the 
liquid image — probably it has nothing to do with the liquid image. 
What would he do with the reflection of a cow or a cowboy in the 
water? Nothing, nothing, nothing, nothing. That's not his problem. But 
it has a problem that is at least as beautiful. 


Its problem, which is at least as beautiful but which is quite different, 
is the line of separation of the earth, that is to say of the solid. The 
western is solid, it's rock, it's rock, it's solid cinema. Ford is the solid 
genius, Ford... and then others, it's not just him. 


But it is the dividing line [52:00] of the earth — of the earth conceived 
as solid, in the form of the rock — of the rock from the earth and the 
sky. And the problem of editing, and the problem of the image- 
perception in the western, will be partly from the point of view that 
concerns us here: what proportion in the image in the sky? Who 
brings the sky to the cinema? It's Ford... We can say the "Ford sky" as 
we say the sky about a painter... the skies of so and so... There are 
Ford skies. Well, the "Ford skies", everyone recognizes them. But what 
proportion? Two-thirds, and one-third for land? And what is 
happening at the dividing line between heaven and earth? Is that the 
Indian popping up there? And what does he offer us? Well, if it is the 
being of separation, if it is the being that effects this line of 
separation... 
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Lines of separation [53:00] cinema has played a huge role in it to the 
point that I tell myself — and it’s all too obvious — that it’s something 
that fundamentally belongs to cinema. Because we would have to, if 
we had the time, but here I... if we had the time, we would have to 
talk about a third line of separation — because there may not be any 
others — which has been used in a number of very admirable films, 
generally great American films. 


It is the dividing line, this time, between air and water. Line of 
separation of air and water, that is something very, very special. It's 
much more, it then allows... all that is very much linked to the 
problems of framing in the cinema too. There are two big cases. There 
is a case of a great movie... You see, I'm not even quoting,[7] because 
on the one hand, for you to find yourself, the escaped prisoner who 


has his torch and [54 :00] who put himself in the river and who 
breathes through the blowtorch — this splendid image, and the 
resumption of an equivalent of this image, in a film by someone who I 
find very admirable, who is Paul Newman...,[8] the films he made 
himself, the actor, you know he made films, a number of very, very 
beautiful films... and in one of these films there is the scene I believe 
has become famous, where there is the line separating the air and the 
water, which is absolutely drawn, there, in black pencil there which is 
completely... [End of the tape] [54:40] 


Part 2 


... completely distended face wounds, with the fact that he is going to 
die and he dies in a kind of giggle. This is a very nice image for the 
newspaper! Good, but you see that there it would be necessary to see 
in what genre. I feel more solid when I say: yes, the western, its 
business is really to have invented, to have brought [55:00] the sky to 
the cinema or to have brought the skies to the cinema, even if 
afterwards we used skies in other sites... 


But this French cinema on the contrary - which I summarized earlier 
in the form of the conflict between profession and passion — you see 
that it is not that, it is not that. It is rather the confrontation of two 
types of images, of two types of perception-images: once again, the 
liquid images which effect the total objective system of universal 
interaction and the terrestrial subjective system — the solid images 
earthly which effect the system of limited variation with respect to a 
center of immobility. And it is to complete this... this indication of 
French cinema, I was looking for the example that sums up everything 
I have just said. It's obvious, I am using here [56:00] an analysis 
which seems excellent to me, which was made by Jean-Pierre 
Bamberger[9], concerning L'Atalante de Vigo.[10] 


And Vigo's Atalanta really seems to unite confrontation and 
interpenetration in its purest state — obviously it's not, it's not a 
dualism, each time the terrestrial system comes out of the waters, the 
waters reclaim, reclaim themselves on the earth system. There has 
been so much intercommunication between the two. But if you take 
L'Atalante, what do you learn? You learn there that the earth is the 
place... But then, it's not bad to really speak to the letter of a kind of 
erraticism of this French cinema. You learn there that the earth is the 
place of injustice because it is the place of the partial, of the imperfect 
and it is fundamentally the place of imbalance. You always have to 
[57:00] catch up on your balance and that's the descent by bike from 
L'Atalante. And you learn there that at the border of the earth and the 
waters can still reign the system of the earth, in certain aspects, and 
that is the cabin. The cabin 
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cluttered, barge cabin cluttered with broken objects, half-objects, 
objects that no longer work, etc. It's the partial objects of solidity, it's 


the objects that connect us to the past, it's the memory objects, etc. 


But the cabin is also something else. It is already the maritime place, 
the aquatic place where what is defined... where a new approach is 
defined, a new balance, a kind of fundamental unstable balance which 
is the balance of justice, which is the balance of truth. The truth is 
that of the reflection, the truth is on the water. And [58:00] the gait 
on the barge which opposes the gait on land, and on everything that 
happens on the barge, and this is the warning a thousand times issued: 
water is the place of truth and the proof is that in the water you will 
see the face of the beloved. This time around, it's more of a conflict of 
love and craft. On the contrary, love has passed not on the side of 
what subjective us but of what leads us to universal interaction, that is 
to say to the truth. And once the character will plunge his head into 
the bucket to see the face of the beloved. And it wasn't Vigo, it was 
already Epstein doing superimpositions of women's faces on the water 
- where there, the superimposition took on a very, very beautiful, very 
grounded meaning. And there, in fact, in the bucket he plunges his 
head to look at the face of the beloved woman. A second time he will 
look for the woman [59:00] loved in the water when they fell.[11] 


Well, all that I would say that L'Atalante is really the condensed 
version — the very brilliant condensed version — of the confrontation of 
the two systems, of the two perceptual systems, insofar as each of 
these systems is embodied, takes place... one in the set of liquid 
images of universal interaction, the other in the subjective system of 
terrestrial limited variation. You understand ? You understand ? 


So... ultimately that’s it, if you will, the documentary aspect. Why so 
many houseboats, why? For this reason, for this reason which really 
belongs [60:00] to what is most essential in the distribution of the 
problem of image-perception in cinema. Yes, well I have to go to the 
secretariat... two minutes... but I ask you to think about that... and I'll 
be right back! You don't disperse, because as we have to share an 
hour... 


and we are very busy today. So you stay very wise there, you don't 
move. 


[ Pause recording] [1:00:37] 


You see? Small remark. We have progressed a little bit because 
[61:00] earlier, when I was staying at the level of the nominal 
definition, there, of the two poles of perception... it is in the whole of 
the movement-image, it is in the movement-image as a whole that we 


managed to distinguish the two elements or the two poles, objective 
and subjective. Now you can tell me it's not a big gain. Now we have 
changed our point of view thanks to the real definition of the two 
poles: we distinguish the two poles as two kinds of image in perpetual 
relationship, in perpetual communication. So where will this take us? 
Because basically we have gained all the more — we have to plan 
everything for the future, since we haven't finished — that liquid and 
solid are not only [62:00] two systems perceptual. It's two states, two 
states of matter. And after all, we will need simple physics. How 
physicists distinguish between... -- [A few students cough, which 
bothers Deleuze, who comments] 


No, no, it's the smoke, it's for the same reasons that you... you smoke 
too much, huh? YOU 
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know? [A general grunt from the students, and comments and 
laughter] That's not right, yes? 


It's not good at all. [Pause] And on the other hand, it's your health! 
[Laughs] -- 


It's two states of matter...see, how physicists define the liquid state 
and how they define the solid state. You should remember what you 
learned in school because it's not difficult, [63:00] all that is... but 
anyway, for the moment, we won't say more. Well I think we've done 
a lot, huh? There is a convention here, when you can't take it anymore 
you make me stop and then I stop there. 


So on this point, therefore, as we have made a gain in the analysis, are 
there complements, interventions, complements? Do you see lines of 
research that we could inscribe in... lines of research that we could 
inscribe in... at this level? No ? You should, anyway, I don't know! 
Well, if it can come to you by next time. So, convention too: when you 
think of lines of research that I have missed myself, that's what would 
help me a lot... if you told me to either go see this or go see that. 
[64:00] So, again, I don't care about objections... but no, it hurts me. 
And I never care about it. [Laughs] 


But the lines of research that I forgot, or that you can add there, that 
interests me enormously. Even if it must change things. So, there, it 
can be lines of research with objections, that's good... There you go! 
Okay, can anyone help me? It's... no, there it is. 


Well, then, let's move on! 


Yes, I'll move on or have you had enough? Just a little bit more... well, 
I don't know, well then... that's nice... Well, that's going to be a 
different direction again. Since I was speaking, we are looking for a 
third level. [65:00] And when I suggested “moderate Vertovism” as an 
easy formula for French cinema... once again, I didn’t mean that 
Vertov is better! And I really remind you of that because, in a way, we 
know very well that L'Atalante is an absolutely successful film. Bud 
too. There is no need to make... But, I have just tried to show 
explicitly how in French cinema — whether it is an example of 
Grémillon, an example of Vigo, there were other possible examples — 
it is a system of variables that happen to be effected there by — again 
in very simple thought — a system of cinematographic variables that is 
effected by the dividing line of land and running waters. Well then, it 
would be silly to say it's better or it's worse than something else. We 
are looking for a third level. 


So what I am looking for now is a third level of analysis [66:00] of the 
image-perception. So moderate... "moderate Vertonism" didn't mean 
going less far at all. It was a middle way. But in this middle way one 
could go as far as the furthest. 


So, third level... what would it be? Well, it would be the search, this 
time, for a definition that is neither nominal nor real. What's left? 
From a real definition that we could call “genetic”. Genetics of the 
image-perception and of the poles of the image-perception. 
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And I say... Well, let's come back, let's come back a bit, then that this 
man feels good to have had... this author, this filmmaker feels good to 
have had a decisive influence on cinema. Let's go back a bit to the 
attempt and attempts of Tziga Vertov. [67:00] Because after all — 
except by Godard - these attempts have often been abused or 
misunderstood. Except by Godard and except, I must say, an excellent 
article in the collective volume of the Klincksieck Cinéma editions. 
Except by someone, I don't know who it is, but it seems to be a 
specialist: Annette Michelson...[12] Ah good, ah good... it's in the 
Klincksieck volume. Excellent... oh well, oh well... excellent article on 
Vertov. But here I will quote this article when I need to. [68:00] Here, 
I start with very simple things. Vertov...immediately, and a bit all the 
time, invoke what? It invokes reality as it is. The camera capable of 


delivering reality to us as it is. What can that mean, the camera is 
going to deliver reality to us as it is? Well, and at the same time 
Vertov is one of those Soviet filmmakers who keep saying — although 
they both understand it in a completely different and sometimes 
opposite way — the essential or one of the essential of cinema is 
editing. Much more with Vertov, the editing really thinks everything 
is allowed. 


Already at this level, the first doubts - if we were not [69:00] already 
very well equipped to understand what Vertov means - the first 
doubts would seize us. 


First doubt: what can that mean at the level of images, the real as it is. 
Second doubt: how can we say at the same time we are going to reach 
reality as it is and long live the editing? As Jean Mitry says sometimes 
-—I don't want to say anything bad about Mitry but here, in this case, 
he surpasses himself, that is to say obviously it's... it's not that he's not 
interested, he really wouldn't understand. It's a point that... so you 
have to take it as an example. I took, there, a text by Mitry: “We 
cannot defend creative editing and at the same time support the 
integrity of reality. “[13] You see, it’s a difficult idea. Good... 


we know just enough to [70:00] know that there is no problem. So I 
mean it's... it's fascinating. It's like all things: when you do a little 
philosophy it's poisonous. Or else, you have to do a lot because... But 
if you do just a little, it gives birth to all kinds... it gives birth to false 
problems. So, well... do yes... no, I'm wrong to say that... you have to 
do a bit of film... oh, I don't know anymore... 


But we don't have this problem because saying both "long live editing" 
and saying "here, the real as it is" goes without saying that it's 
perfectly coherent, there's no no problem. 


For what ? Why is there no problem? 


What does Vertov tell us from the period, if you will, which is 
commonly called, after the title of Vertov's film, the period of the cine- 
eye. Vertov does not cease to claim universal interaction. Well, we are 
very interested in the universal interaction. 


[71:00] Simply, oddly, we won't recognize the liquid images we just 
talked about. Or, at least very rarely. There are, there are... But that 
won't be his problem. 


It was other people's problem. Well, it's not, it's not his problem. And, 
precisely, it will launch us since it is a new element. Again, does it 


have in common with what we have just seen, the perpetual call with 
the universal interaction that goes up to this stage? With Vertov, we 
say: it is a question of connecting a point of the universe to any other 
point - one cannot better define the universal interaction - connection 
of a point of the universe to any other point. Time being abolished. 
The negation of time. Negation of time, of what time? 


Is it not to seize the time that there is this connection of a point of the 
universe to a 
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other ? Let's just remember a certain [72:00] time being abolished. So, 
this theme, it constantly appears and it is so precious to us, whereas I 
insist a lot on it. 


How does that help us? It's that, there you go, the real as it is... what 
does that mean? This is a very rigorous definition. I can say I call, or 
better still Vertov calls, real as it is not something behind the images 
but the set of images as they are grasped in the system of their 
perpetual interaction. That is to say, in a system where they vary each 
for themselves and in relation to each other. If you say to me: Ah, no, 
that's not the real thing! I say to you: Alright, that's not the real thing 
for you... well, find another word, it doesn't matter. [73:00] In any 
case, we can see why Vertov uses the expression of the real. What is it 
going to oppose? It will oppose a vision that will be called subjective. 
The vision that will be said to be subjective is precisely the vision 
where the variations are made in relation to a determined and 
immobilized point of view. Now, what is the determined and 
immobilized point of view? I was saying, it's the solid earth vision. 
Alright, that's solid earth vision... just now, what does that mean? It 
means it's the human eye. The human eye. 


And Bergson was certainly not wrong. I'm not going to mix it all up. I 
quote, it's not a quote from Bergson... when he reminded us that the 
human eye pays, has paid for its receptive capacity... with what? Of a 
relative immobilization. [74:00] It's an immobilized eye that moves 
vaguely at the bottom of its socket. But it's not a big deal... As he put 
it very well, the living pays its sense organs by immobilizing certain 
places - precisely the surfaces of sensory reception. My ear that doesn't 
move, my nose that barely moves, my eye that just tilts... and my 
hands at the end of my little arms... I don't know. All my senses pay 
for their receptive capacity with a relative immobility. And that's why 


— understand, there's no longer a problem for me in this regard, we've 
got it right... This starting point for Vertov's cine-eye, Vertov's 
haunting theme: the camera doesn't not bring an enhanced eye, the 
camera does not bring you an enhanced eye. Obviously it doesn't 
improve your eye, [75:00] it's another eye. 


I was saying, it's a non-human perception. Well, from the beginning I 
had not forgotten one aspect of Vertov, and that is that it will be the 
non-human perception or the non-human eye of revolutionary 
consciousness. That is to say that there is a problem that I left aside 
since it would call upon images which are no longer movement- 
images and which we will encounter only at the end of the year or a 
another year or never — namely, the problem of the subject of 
enunciation in the cinema. But the subject of enunciation has nothing 
to do with the perceiving subject. But we can't forget... we can't say a 
word about Vertov without forgetting that all his cinema is connoted 
by the idea of fundamental revolutionary enunciation to which this 
new eye corresponds — which is in no way an improved human eye. , 
which is of a different nature. 


And you see why it is of another nature, it is the eye of total 
perception. [76:00] It is the eye of total perception, i.e. it is the eye of 
the perception of universal variation where the things themselves, i.e. 
where the images varying in themselves and in relation to each other 
are the true perceptions. Instead of me capturing an image, it is the 
images in their interaction that capture all the actions they receive, all 
the reactions they 
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execute. For once, it is the system that we have seen... the total 
system of interaction, of universal interaction. 


GOOD. So, such a conception of the real is absolutely reconciled with 
much more than the needs of the complementary cry, that the editing 
allows itself everything, everything is allowed in the editing. Where is 
the problem ? But you have to be stupid [77:00] to see a problem and 
an opposition with — you have to be temporarily stupid, because Mitry 
is far from being stupid — you have to be blinded, you have to be 
blinded for a moment. Since it goes without saying that how do you 
want to put images in a situation of being objective in the sense that 
we have just seen - that is to say, of being caught up in the system of 
universal interaction where each image varies in itself and to each 


other — 


if not by work operations on the image which define the montage. 
Much more, I would say... 


what is Vertov inventing? He is in the process of inventing the 
montage which comes out directly not on the relationship between the 
images but which already bears on the image itself. 


He will have the editing focus on the image itself and no longer on 
image ratios. This is why Eisenstein, [78:00] he will be fascinated by 
this story. Sometimes he's going to say all that, it's necessarily 
clownery and formalism, clownery and formalism, aestheticism... the 
worst insult for Vertov. And then, on the sly, he will say... what is he 
doing, Vertov? What would he say? He acts like a great creator. What 
can he take from that? Can he assimilate something? 


But you see that, in this problem of assembly, one does not cease to 
vary. And now - and I can't yet and I can't explain exactly what that 
means — editing tends to focus on each image itself and not simply on 
the relationships between images. 


But that should only become clear, it seems to me, little by little. In 
any case, no, no contradiction between the two themes: the real in 
itself [79:00] - even between all of the following three themes — the 
real in itself, the construction discovered with a non- human and the 
universal assembly. Since these are the three aspects of universal 
interaction. 


In what way - so I will continue my digression — in what way is it at 
the service of the enunciation of revolutionary consciousness? And 
why is the camera-consciousness going to be the revolutionary 
consciousness? The camera-consciousness will necessarily be 
revolutionary consciousness because the universal interaction can only 
be supported by the process of revolution, as opposed to the process of 
dramatization, the process of passion, the process of individual 
history. [80:00] Well, it all comes together wonderfully, it makes a 
very, very coherent whole. Here, here is the first point of our new 
analysis. 


We never tire of returning to universal interaction. This allowed us to 
define the documentary. And Vertov starts with real documentaries 
that present themselves as such. But you see that each time, each time 
documentary is really a cinematographic category — if we try to make 
such a category of it, there is no problem — the documentary is really 


the image related to the system of universal variation and universal 
interaction. So. 


Now, at the same time [81:00] — that is to say, all of this takes place 
around... Vertov's great film, we'll see later since we're not there yet, 
it will be 19... I don't remember... I think 1929... The man with the 
camera... it's a very rich year for the cinema. I quote: 1928: [Joris] 
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Ivens, I.V.E.N.S., The Steel Bridge; 1929 by the same Ivens: Rain; 
1927: German [Walter] 


Ruttmann: Berlin, symphony of a great city. [82:00] What is there in 
common? And 1929, I believe: The Man with the Camera by Vertov, 
which represents a sort of final stage of his research — provisionally 
final. What is there in common? 


This is how a critic describes Ivens' films, Balazs: "The rain that Ivens 
shows us is not a determined rain that one day fell somewhere. No 
representation of space or time links these impressions together. The 
author has marvelously seen and captured in the images how the 
silent pond is covered with goosebumps [83:00] under the first drops 
of a light downpour. So a drop of rain or on a window looking for its 
way, or how the life of the city is reflected on the wet asphalt. These 
are a thousand impressions, yet all these single impressions have a 
meaning for us. What such images want to represent is not a state of 
affairs, but a determined optical impression. The very image is the 
reality that we experience...” — In other words, with the rain, there, 
we return then to wet images, to liquid images, already Ivens reached 
in his own way this system of universal interaction - “And even when 
it comes to a single object like The Steel Bridge, which Ivens shows us 
in a quick edit of seven hundred shots, the object is so to speak 
pulverized in those images. Precisely the possibility of showing, 
[84:00] in seven hundred shots, such totally different visual 
impressions, removes from this Rotterdam bridge its obviousness as a 
concrete object with a practical purpose. »[14] 


Hey, that's curious! It is very equivocal, the last sentence of Balazs. He 
says: Such a bridge, with the multiplication of points of view on the 
bridge, with the universal interaction of each element in relation to 
the others, all that... it is a bridge that can no longer be used for 
anything. And I say, it's very ambiguous because he seems to regret it. 
Understand, the object that is useful for something — if I come back to 


it later — it is the solid object, it is the solid object of the earth. Indeed, 
the integral object cannot be used for anything. Here too, Bergson 
taught us, and to what extent and in what very precise way... 
Perception, when it uses an object, what is it? [85:00] 


It is the object itself, minus everything that does not interest us. 
Service, utility is the thing, it is completely the thing, minus 
everything that does not interest action, everything that does not 
interest our action. A total image or an integral image, by definition, 
we do not use it. 


As Balazs will say with the same regret, but he should on the contrary 
rejoice in it, in the Berlin of Ruttmann, one cannot recognize oneself 
there, it is not like the plan of a city. There, the bridge, we can no 
longer use it. Indeed, if the bridge is reintegrated into the system of 
the total image, of universal interaction, it can no longer be used. We 
can only use things that return a profile in relation to a privileged 
center. This is the definition of the tool, this is the definition of the 
use. So we won't use it. On the other hand, does that mean that it is 
contemplation? No. It is the universal action. [86:00] This is the 
universe. 


Good, very good. So all that always comes down to saying: we can 
clearly see how this is not an improvement of the human eye. It is 
literally about constructing another perception. And whether it's Ivens, 
whether it's Ruttmann and whether it's Vertov with his means... it's 
the construction of another perception, this total perception, this 
perception of universal interaction. GOOD. 
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So how are we going to do it? What is this other perception? There, I 
think that, for once, I am making a connection with something 
[87:00] completely different but which is not at all forced. Above all, 
all that seems very, very Cézanien to me. In Cézanne appears — no 
doubt, he says something that all painters have always thought — but 
in Cézanne appears a theme that is truly signed by him. Namely, the 
eye of the painter is not a human eye. And why isn't it a human eye, 
the painter's eye? The eye of the painter is not a human eye because it 
is the eye before man. Give the world back its virginity. 


Here, I am quoting from memory... giving the world back its virginity. 
You find this whole theme of Cézanne in the interviews, in the 
conversations with Joachim Gasquet.[15] To restore to the world its 


virginity, the world before man... [88:00] We are no longer innocent, 
we are no longer innocent. That is to say, we are beings made of earth 
and solids. We do not see colors, the human eye is not made to see 
colors, it is made to see averages, average objects etc. solids. The 
world before man is not the world as it is without man, it is 
undoubtedly the world in which man arises as in a sort of birth 
certificate, double birth and of the world and of man and of the 
relationship between man and the world. 


What is this ? That's the other perception. To perceive it is our task as 
humans to perceive the world before man. [89:00] It gets complicated, 
well... A very, very recent American filmmaker — and that really fits 
into what I'm saying, because it's found in the most recent cinema, in 
the independent or experimental cinema genre or whatever — 
Brakhage, Stan Brakhage. That's how he defines Stan Brakhage - it's 
really well defined - the project of a film. If I had told you it's signed 
Cézanne, you would have said yes... those who know a little... "How 
many colors... 


How many colors exist in a field covered with grass... How many 
colors exist in a field covered with grass, [90:00] for the crawling 
baby, unaware of the green? »[16] Wonderful! I mean, it's 
mistranslated but it's really well said and thought out. 


This is the world before man. Us, our eye, well, what... our big 
motionless eye. 


It's what ? That's it, it's green, okay. With great refinement, we 
distinguish greens, a whole list of greens. Good... 


Brakhage, he offers us the next event like a dream. How many colors 
exist in a field of grass for a crawling baby, unaware of the green? No 
doubt then, perhaps it will not distinguish more green than we are 
able to distinguish, it will surely not be with the same ratio. And in 
what form will it be, what is it? 


There you go, good... that [91:00] Brakhage makes a short film of 
that. Here, that introduces us to the color image. Oh dear, it should 
have been... will it be necessary... no, we will have to talk about it 
later. 


Gosh, the color image. Well... You already feel that it's going... it's 
from another area. We cannot even reduce it to the image-perception. 
And then, we cannot bring it back to the movement-image. In all our... 
there is something going on there... that's not normal... 


We can't do everything but we put aside. Ah, the color image, hey, we 
hadn't even thought of it, well, me... we'll have to... Good. Ah, but it’s 
getting carried away there... here, here, here, here. Good. 


Well, all that just to make you feel... And if Brakhage's thing, what is 
it? What is this story of the baby walking into the field of grass? It is 
exciting. But what is the real [92:00] representative of the baby in the 
field of grass? It's the eye- 
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camera. It's not about being a baby again, that's not it. It is really 
building this other perception, it is building this non-human 
perception. How many greens are there in the field for the baby? It 
means... well, reaching the system of the universal interaction of 
green. The universal interaction of green, that. And you will make 
series of universal interactions, you will be able to make the series of 
the universal interaction of red etc. And understand that editing... you 
need it there. And that it will be with editing that you will do that, it 
is not by following a baby. So, long live Brakhage for this 
extraordinary attempt! 


Okay, so let's clarify a bit what this pre-human perception means. The 
camera will give us the perception before man or the perception of the 
world without men. 


[93:00] Understand that it comes up everywhere, I think... There, I 
mix things up on purpose. I'm mixing it up to give you... because if 
you don't understand such an example well, you may understand 
better with another example, which would suit you better... The story 
of Marguerite Duras, Agatha...[17] It's a whole another problem, 
good. But what is this static image of this beach... of this Trouville 
beach, there? With these kinds of very, very decomposed movements? 
What is this ? Completely deserted, while the voice unwinds a 
dramatic story. It's a bit, it's a bit... there, it belongs... it's his fault, it 
belongs a bit to the French formula, to the old French formula... But 
this time instead of the aquatic image running water, there is the fixed 
image of the world before men. And the images of Agatha are the 
world before men, [94:00] while the voice unwinds the story of 
brother-sister incest —- which is human, too human, the story of 'incest. 
But there is a kind of tension in the world before men, unless she 
thought - which wouldn't be surprising, anything is possible — that 
incest is really the real origin of man. , and that it is at the same time 


as the world before men and that man is born in the world before men 
by a kind of incest... 


Voila. So what will happen? There is a theme which — I go back - 
there is a theme which at that time, around 1927-1930, torments a 
certain number of men of cinema and which is really the perception 
before men and the perception in the absence of men: the city when 
there is no one. You see, we revolve around the same thing. [95:00] 
And now Vertov wanted to make a “Sleeping Moscow”. And now 
Ruttmann in the admirable Berlin symphony of a city began with 
images of absolutely deserted streets, and then introduced into the 
deserted street a song, a song before men, and then little by little there 
was the birth of men in the city.[18] And then, here is that René Clair 
had done Sleeping Paris. And what was Sleeping Paris? All of that...it's 
a theme that I think they've been obsessed with. 


It's great... I mean it's true everything we say, [96:00] all the 
platitudes we say about this moment in cinema when they really had 
the impression that everything had to be created. It was great. Joy, 
imagine the jubilation of a guy like Renoir or Gremillon, really, in 
front of running water... and what were they going to do with it at the 
cinema. The jubilation of Epstein, in front of a funfair. Good God, 
that's cinema... Or, when he holds life, life before men, what... Well, 
it's going to become a concept of cinema. And of course, then, René 
Clair, he makes a vague scenario of it, well a little scenario, The 
diabolical ray... the ray of the mad scientist, a kind of little science 
fiction thing, what... the ray of the mad scientist who immobilizes 
everything . 
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Okay, so... You see we're shooting. I mean, does [97:00] 


does immobilization not belong to the system of universal variation 
and universal interaction? No doubt, yes. In what form, we will have 
to see it. Now the image is frozen. Well, everything stops. The 
movement-image is immobilized. There, we have made great progress 
to the point that we will have to stop, because we are going too fast. 


The movement-image is immobilized. For the benefit of what? A 
motionless image emerges... well, which freezes everything and who 
is going to do what? It's not going to stay that way! From the 
immobilized image, from the frozen image, resumption of the 
movement, [98:00] but the movement either reversed, or slowed 


down, or precipitated or something else again. 


Feel, we are faced with a second more complex process. I call first 
process as we have just seen — because it will also be a Vertov process. 
Vertov was very, very struck by the sleeping Paris of René Clair. He 
said: but good god, that's it, that's what I wanted to do! On this he will 
use it in The Man with the Camera. Well, very important that, we are 
not out of the Vertov story in all this. 


I mean, first process: introducing the image into the system of 
universal interaction. What does that mean, technically? It means to 
allow everything. I mean, [99:00] 


reduction of the image, oblique setting. I take a list from a text by 
Vertov: slowed down, accelerated, inversion, reduction, oblique... I 
insist on oblique because the oblique images — we will have to come 
back to this — we will find this theme... Micro-shots, unusual and 
extraordinary angles... I say that all that is the method of the Steel 
Bridge of Ivens too. 


All that is combined, that is to say, to make people dance, to multiply 
the points of view so much, and it is forced. 


If I define the subjective image by a point of view as immobilized, a 
privileged point of view, I would say at the same time that... because 
there is perpetual interaction between the poles of images... [100:00] I 
would say that more the subjective point of view is mobilized, 
becomes mobile, the more it tends to flow into the objective system. If 
you put the subjective image in complete motion from the point of 
view of its center of reference, it will tend to pour into the objective 
system of universal interaction. 


So, at this first level you already have a whole system of procedures 
which involve editing and which operate on the movement-image... 
The non-human eye, we have cleared it. The theme of the sleeping 
city or the immobilization of the image, as a second process, process, 
second process, indeed, apparently very different. We'll see how it all 
comes together. You extract, you fix an image, you extend a still 
image, [101:00] and you re-engage with inverted movement, slowed 
movement, hasty movement etc. — overprinted movement, if 
necessary. What does it do ? René Clair said very well: search for a 
kind of electric discharge that will produce this immobilization 
followed by a new type of movement. Good. 


What to say? 


So, there... the consequences are so important. See that in the first 
process we were still at the movement-image level. All the work was 
done on the movement-image, even the immobilizations, even all that. 
That's why it's the first process, I would say, it's at the limit [102:00] 
the process of what Vertov called the cine-eye. The process of The 
Man with the 
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camera, it's going to be more complex. This will be the process of 
what? Extract from the movement-image... what? Something that is of 
the order of the photogram. The immobilized image will no longer be 
the movement-image, it will be the photogram. Oh good, it's a 
photogram. 


What does that mean? Well, everyone knows that. A moving image is 
an average image in the cinema, it is an average image. Well, so many 
frames per second. 


Extracting the photogram is something relatively new for us. It goes 
on... This time, it is no longer a question of multiplying the points of 
view in such a way that the movement-image enters the system of 
universal interaction. [103:00] It’s about extracting the photogram 
from the moving image... for what? For something to happen. Namely 
that, already, there is work on the photogram. What will this work be? 


Well, the possibility of producing the electric discharge, that is to say 
of re-chaining with inverted movement, accelerated movement, 
slowed down movement, overprinted movement, etc. Hence the 
importance... at that moment, what matters is what? It is no longer 
the movement, it is the interval between the movements. For what ? 
Very simple, because the interval between the movements is precisely 
the singular point which depends on the photogram, whereas the 
movement depended on the average image. The interval between the 
movements, [104:00] is the singular point where the movement is 
capable of reversing, accelerating, slowing down, overlapping, etc. So 
look at the progress we've made! Remember the old Bergsonian 
theme? You will not reconstruct the movement with positions in 
space... And why? Because the movement always takes place in the 
interval. 


In other words, in our starting point — it is to measure all the path that 
we have accomplished, there are no contradictions at all — in our 
starting point, it is the movement which was an interval between 


positions in space. Now we don't say that anymore. And Vertov's 
interval theory, a really fundamental theory [105:00] for cinema, tells 
us what? It tells us: the real as it is, it is in the interval between 
movements. Does it contradict each other? Not at all, even you have 
to go through the first proposal to get to the other. In any case, the 
theory of movement and its overcoming is a theory of intervals. 
Simply, in one case the movement itself is an interval between 
positions — 


this is the average moving image. In the other case, it is the real as it 
is, it is an interval between movements — it is the extraction of the 
photogram and the singular point. 


Maybe it's getting complicated, that I'm no longer clear enough, but 
anyway it doesn't matter... 


[106:00] That is to say, what is starting to dawn, if you will, is for us 
a very important conclusion. We had started at the very beginning, 
quite at the beginning of the year... we had started from an old 
criticism addressed to the cinema. Namely, cinema is incapable of 
reconstituting movement, it only gives an illusion of movement, it 
does not give real movement. And I was saying, all the criticisms of 
cinema in its early days were based on this criticism, on that. 


The cinematographic image-movement is an illusion. Implied, in 
relation to the real that escapes the cinema. [107:00] 


Now what happens? What progress we have made... We said nothing 
at all, that's not it... the processes, yes, by which the cinema constructs 
the movement-image are artificial. But the movement-image which is 
thus constituted is perfectly real movement. But now, what are we led 
to say? Now we are led to say: Attention — 
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yes... back to the first thesis, yes — the motion-image of cinema is an 
illusion. And, of course, it was true, it was an illusion, it has always 
been an illusion. But beware, what is it? 


It is not at all an illusion in relation to a reality that escapes cinema, it 
is an illusion in relation to the reality of cinema itself. [108:00] 
Because cinema is the movement-image insofar as this movement- 
image never stops surpassing itself towards something else, towards 
another type of image. There has to be the movement-image. It has to 


go through the movement-image. But at the same time, the 
movement-image must only be posited in order to be surpassed 
towards something else, which is what? 


Triple overrun. Overflow of the movement-image which is an average 
towards the photogram, therefore overflow of the average image 
towards the photogram. Second point: going beyond the movement 
towards the interval between movements. [Pause] Thirdly: going 
beyond [109:00] the camera itself and the ordinary editing table — I 
call ordinary editing table editing insofar as it bears on the 
relationship between images — towards an editing that bears on the 
image itself, work of the photogram with the determination of the 
singular point where the movement will undergo all the 
manipulations. 


What's that going to do? If I tried, I would say it better next time, 
because it's time to end there, might as well end with darkness! What 
would that be? The photogram. 


But it's really... so suddenly, I would say it's the image [110:00]... 
what is it? Compared to the movement-image which is an average, so 
many photograms per second, and then the photogram... what 
relationship? I would also say, is it a metaphor or more than a 
metaphor? I would also say, the photogram is the molecular image. It 
is the molecular image of cinema, it is the molecular cinematographic 
image. The average image is the so-called molar image. It's an 
average. Good. 


Isn't the other perception I'm looking for, the other perception, 
molecular perception? And that the camera finally gives us a 
molecular perception? What is molecular perception? What would 
that be? Well, is that the perception? 


Neither. Medium motion picture, but what? [111:00] Interval 
photogram. It's abstract, we can't quite grasp the interval. So let's look 
for a more dynamic word, which is exactly the same thing as interval. 
Well, photogram-blink. 


Photogram-blinking... oh well, what a funny cinema is this? It is well 
known that... 


Photogram-blinking, by difference with average movement image, 
what is it? This is what is called a whole part... a whole part of so- 
called experimental cinema. 


Well, does that mean that this is real cinema? No, that's not in my 


mind at all. I indicate a direction. Well, what is this mounting-blinking 
method? 


The photogram/blink ratio is found behind [112:00] the average 
frame/ 


movement. Well, what is it? A bit like molecular states are discovered 
behind molar averages, behind large sets, towards a molecular 
perception. 


What does it mean ? Physicists tell us...well, really popular physicists, 
but we should push, we should see what they say at a non- 
vulgarisation level, it's so beautiful, it's very important... 
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Eh, it is not stopped, this watch? What time is it ? One last effort... 
you will understand! 


Solid state, what is it? You will understand everything from the 
images... What is solid state? It's not complicated, the solid state. 
There is a solid state when the molecules are not free to move. You 
follow me ? Suppose the molecules are not free to move... [113:00] 
why? Due to the action of other molecules. In other words, they are 
kept in a small domain. They are confined to a small domain by the 
action of other molecules. There, I'm really doing low-level physics... 
And in this state, they are animated by rapid vibrations around an 
average position from which they deviate little. 


There you have it, the solid state formula. You see ? The molecules of 
the table, they are not free to move. So they are maintained in their 
small domains, each molecule is maintained in its domain by the 
pressure of the other [114:00] molecules. They are confined to this 
small area. They are animated by vibrations, because they are part of 
the universe. 


They are part of the mechanical universe. They are animated by small 
vibrations around an average position from which they deviate little. 


The liquid state, what happens? We know that... what means to undo 
the solids? 


Well, undo the solids, in the case of some solids, you have to immerse 
them in water. But there are those who resist, alas. So, you have to 


heat them, you have to heat them. Good. What is the liquid state 
indeed? It is quite another thing. In liquids, molecules are defined by 
this: that they have gained an additional degree of freedom. The solid 
is the lowest degree 


[115:00] freedom of molecules. I would say that the solid is, 
therefore, the object of a molar perception... We perceive solid sets. 
The molecules are compressed, have a small space... they deviate little 
from an average position. The solid is an average object, it is an 
average. Just like the movement-image. In the liquid, the molecules, 
they have an additional degree of freedom, that is to say they move. 
The molecules move, they stay in contact, while moving — which does 
not happen at all in a solid — they stay in contact while moving and 
slide between each other. This is the always popularized definition of 
the liquid state. [116:00] 


Third stage, the gaseous state. Third degree of freedom of molecules. 
Oh, so what is it? Each molecule acquires and conquers in the gaseous 
state. It acquires and conquers what is called, what physicists call a 
"mean free path", which obviously varies according to the gases, 
which varies according to the pressure as well, finally which varies 
according to a thousand things. .. 


Remember your memories of physics... And what is called the "mean 
free path" of a molecule? It is the average distance traveled by a 
molecule between two successive collisions. Famous example, 
Brownian motion. Well, all that is the most elementary of what is 
called... [117:00] report if you have little brothers and little sisters, in 
the chapter of their physics book on the "kinetic theory of gases ”, 
where you will find all this very well explained. 


Us, why does this concern us? Why is that our... our theme, the finale 
for today? Is that... what have we been talking about from the 
beginning? From three stages of perception: solid perception, liquid 
perception, and we are about to discover a strange gaseous 
perception. 
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And if it is true that in a certain direction, perfect in itself, the total 
objective system of universal interaction was effected by liquid images 
such as we have seen them sketched out in French cinema among the 
two wars, all the work of extracting the photogram, of the work on 
the photogram [118:00] of so-called flashing cinema, where the 


photogram/blinking couple tries to go beyond — not to do without, 
that we'll see the next one time 


— but tries to go beyond the average image/movement couple, it gave 
us a kind of gaseous cinema. Is this gaseous cinema... is it there too, 
am I using that as a metaphor? No, literally, it will refer to the state of 
gas — just as Renoir, Epstein, Grémillon could refer to the state of 
running water. It will be the long conquest... 


long, long conquest of a molecular perception. The new eye would be 
among other things — we are far from having finished, above all I do 
not want to say that the outcome of cinema is the attempts at 
experimental cinema. [119:00] 


Admirable things... one of the greats of American experimental 
cinema, named Landow, presents a film to us... I'll talk to you better 
next time, so that's where we are, that's good.[19] How according to 
the techniques — we will see which techniques for this gaseous cinema 
— but how they start by showing us on the screen a young woman 
swimming. 


Not by chance all the same who is swimming, I hope it is not by 
chance that he starts from a liquid image. This young woman who 
swims gracefully and who every time that appears on the screen gives 
us a little hello... There is work on the photogram, extraction of the 
photogram, work on the photogram, with coexistence... on top of that, 
division of the screen, there are rows and... 


coexistence... the same young woman at different times at the same 
movement. This is the famous technique that we will talk about next 
time, the loop technique. She reappears on the screen, [120:00] each 
time she gives us a little hello like that... not at the same time, there 
are shifts, intervals, all that... Good. And then a thing... the big 
blinking thing etc. Process that is dear to independent cinema, to 
American experimental cinema, refilming. To get what? Refilming 
process which makes it possible to obtain a granular texture. Grain is 
a kind of really molecular texture and it correlates to a suppression of 
depth — the universe really in flat space. And photogram burning 
technique. Photogram burning — you have to take that literally — 
burning a photogram, why? As we have seen, liberating molecules. At 
that moment, an extraordinary play of colors, very, very [121:00] 
curious color images will come to occupy the screen. It's all going to 
become a kind of molten matter... Well, and that's very boring, in a 
way. 


Once again, I don't really want to say: that's cinema. I mean: that's a 
direction, we'll see what it becomes... what we can draw from it, etc. 
But I say, there, it's textually... If I take the story of this film - at the 
same time independent, experimental, abstract all you want - I said 
the author? Yes... Landow... L-A-N-D-O-W... who is a great American 
cinema... If I take this example, see typically the passage from a liquid 
perception, or a reference to a liquid perception - the swimmer - to a 
gaseous perception, including the burning of the photogram. Well... 
all this is towards a molecular perception. [122:00] What can be 
acquired? Does the camera give us this molecular perception? What 
advantage? What is this non-human eye? What are we going to do 
with this non-human eye, etc. ? All kinds of questions...all kinds of 
burning questions that we'll put off until next time. Think about all 
that... Me, I would have 
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need that the next time you intervene, in the form of directions of 
research. [ End of tape] [2:02:35] 


Notes 


[1] Trailers is a French film directed by Jean Grémillon and released 
in 1941. Jacques Prévert signed the dialogues as well as the last script 
modifications. 


[2] Un carnet de bal is a French film directed by Julien Duvivier, 
released in 1937. It is known as the first sketch film made in France. 


[3] The Jean Grémillon film Deleuze is referring to here is The Sky Is 
Yours (1944). 


[4] Eva is a Franco-Italian film by Joseph Losey released in 1962. The 
film is based on the eponymous novel by James Hadley Chase 
(published in 1945). 


[5] Boudu saved from the waters is a French film directed by Jean 
Renoir with Michel Simon and released in 1932. It is adapted from the 
homonymous play by René Fauchois (created in 1919). 


[6] Finis terrae is a French film directed by Jean Epstein, released in 
1929. The title comes from Latin and means "end of the earth". 


[7] The American film Deleuze is referring to is I Am a Fugitive from a 


Chain Gang by Mervyn LeRoy, released in 1932. 


[8] Paul Newman's film is Le Clan des irreductibles (Sometimes a 
Great Notion), released in 1971. It is an adaptation of the novel 
Sometimes a Great Idea (Sometimes a Great Notion) by Ken Kesey 
(1964). 


[9] Jean-Pierre Bamberger, actor, producer and owner of a textile 
company, great friend of Deleuze and essential ally of Jean-Luc 
Godard in his Maoist period. Deleuze had a small role in a film 
produced by Bamberger, George qui? by Michéle Rosier (1973), a post 
Nouvelle Vague story around the life of the writer George Sand, 
interpreted by Anna Wiazemsky. 


[10] L'Atalante is a film directed by Jean Vigo released in 1934 with 
Michel Simon. Considered by many to be one of the greatest films in 
the history of French cinema, it is Jean Vigo's only feature film, 
completed just before his tragic death at the age of 31. 


[11] Deleuze's partial account does not speak of the fact that the two 
immersions occur after Jean, the protagonist, abandons his beloved 
Juliette on earth in an episode of jealousy. 


Sad and desperate, he remembers a proverb she had told him: one day 
we will find the face of the loved one in the water. He will be 
rewarded and will find her at the end of the film. 


[12] See Annette Michelson, “The man with the camera, from magic 
to epistemology”, in Cinema, theory, readings, Dominique Noguez, 
Klincksieck, 1973. 
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[13] See Gilles Deleuze, Cinema 1: The Movement-Image, p.117. 


[14] See Béla Balazs, Le cinema, Payot, p. 167 and The Spirit of 
Cinema, p. 205. Another version of Balazs's text is quoted in Cinéma 
1: L'image-movement, p.156. 


[15] Joachim Gasquet (1873-1921) was a French poet and art critic. 
His book Cézanne is a testimony to the life of the artist, his vision of 
the world, his work and his creative power. 


See Joachim Gasquez, Cézanne, Bernheim-jaune, Paris 1921 — 


republished in 2002 and 2012 by Encre marine, with a presentation 
by Francois Solesmes. 


[16] See Stan Brakhage, Métaphores et visions, Center Georges 
Pompidou, Paris, 1988. First published in 1963 by Jonas Mekas as a 
special issue of "Film Culture", Metaphors on Vision presents itself as 
the theoretical statement major by one of the most influential figures 
in avant-garde cinema, a treatise on the nature of visual experience. 


[17] Agatha and unlimited readings, a film by Marguerite Duras 
released in 1981 with Bulle Ogier and Yann Andrea. 


[18] Berlin: Symphony of a Great City by Walther Ruttman (1927). In 
fact, the film begins with an abstract image of water followed by the 
pistons of a train approaching the city. This is when we see images of 
deserted streets. The violin melody is part of a score composed for the 
film by Edmund Meisel, who had previously written the music for 
Eistenstein. 


[19] George Landow (1944-2011), also known as Owen Land, was an 
experimental painter, writer, photographer and filmmaker. The film 
that Deleuze evokes here is Bardo follies (1967). 


A more detailed description of the film, where Deleuwe quotes 
experimental film historian P.A. Sitney, can be found in Cinema 1: The 
Movement-Image, p.123-124. 


